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1 . Claim 1 is provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 6 of copending Application No. 10/612,753. 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other 
because by omitting the additional element of routing table, claim 6 of copending Application 
No. 10/612,753 claims the same invention as claim 1 of the instant application. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

2. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
appUcation claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
application claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In reLongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
Vogel, All F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or l,321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
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with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities imdertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b). 

3. Claims 1-1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In claim 1, lines 7-8, "the receipt of certain arbitrated Loop primitives" lacks antecedent 

basis. 

In claim 6, lines 2-3, "the previous OPEN Fibre Channel primitive (OPN)" lacks 
antecedent basis. 

In claim 15, line 2, "the SCSI initiators" lacks antecedent basis. 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S:C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This appUcation currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were" made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
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invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicabihty of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
6. Claims 1, and 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Black et 
al. (of record) in view of Fredin et al. in U.S. Patent No. 6,529,963 Bl (newly cited). 

Consider claim 1, Black et al. teaches a system for interconnecting Fibre Channel 
Arbitrated Loop devices (Fig. 2, Nl, N2) comprising a first and second Fibre Channel Arbitrated 
loop switches (Fig. 9 @ 255,257; in switch mode, loop switches are connected together as shown 
with the state machine-LPSM) including a plurality of ports (102, 104, 106), connectivity 
apparatus (Fig. 4 @ 100 CROSSBAR SWITCH for connection of I/P or Of? of ports) and route 
determination logic (Fig. 4, 127), the route determination logic creating routes based on the 
receipt of certain arbitrated Loop primitives (primitives received for buffer management in nodes 
with routing lookup table, col. 15, lines: 2-5), but fails to teach a system having a first Fibre 
channel arbitrated loop switch, a second Fibre channel arbitrated loop switch and these first and 
second loop switches are interconnected by multiple interswitch links and transfer fi-ames on 
both ports. 

However, in the same field of endeavor, Fredin et al. discloses a system having a first and 
a second Fibre channel arbitrated loop switch and where two switches are interconnected by 
multiple interswitch links (220) and transfer fi-ames on both ports (col. 1, line 56 to col. 2, line 
15, figures 2 and 3). 

Therefor, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skills in the art at the time 
of invention was made to combine Black et al. with Fredin et al. to obtain support for more users 
for the system. The motivation is to occupy more users in the system inexpensively. 
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Consider claim 2, and as applied to claim 1 above. Black et al. as modified by Fredin et 
al. discloses the claimed invention. Further taught by combination and specifically disclosed by 
Fredin et al. the system for interconnecting Fibre Channel Arbitrated I^oop devices wherein a 
first group of devices make connection through a first interswitch link and a second group of 
devices make connection through a second, different interswitch link (col. 2, lines 7-15). 
7. Claims 3, 4, 5, 12 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Black et al. (of record) in view of Fredin et al. (newly cited) and further in view of Solo way et al. 
(of record). 

Consider claim 3, and as applied to claim 1 above, Black et al. as modified by Fredin et 
al. fails to disclose the system for interconnecting Fibre Channel Arbitrated Loop devices of 
claim 1 further including a trunk-grouping table. In the same field of endeavor, Soloway et al. 
discloses interconnection of Fibre Channel Arbitrated Loop devices of claim 1 using a trunk- 
grouping table (Trunking design for aggregation of links for routing traffic in Fibre Channel 
Switching environment, col. 1, lines: 66-67, and col. 2, lines: 1-5). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skills in the art at the time 
of invention was made to combine Black et al. as modified by Fredin et al. for interconnecting 
Fibre Channel Arbitrated Loop devices with the method of Soloway et.al. for using a Trunking 
design for the efficient use of ports. The motivation is to use Trunking feature for routing traffic 
efficiently in Fibre channel switching environment. 

Consider claim 4, and as applied to claim 3 above. Black et al. further modified by Fredin 
et al. in view of Soloway et al. discloses the system according to claim 3. Further taught by 
combination and specifically by Soloway et al. where the system for interconnecting Fibre 
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Channel Arbitrated Loop devices of claim 3 wherein the table is in the router (Trunking is used 
for managing available communication bandwidth. This is done by monitoring various usages 
and then adjusts the tables in routing to move data, col. 6, lines: 24-34). 

Consider claim 5, and as applied to claim: 3 above, Black et al. further modified by 
Fredin et al. in view of Soloway et al. discloses the system according to claim: 3. Further taught 
by combination and specifically by Soloway et al. where the system for interconnecting Fibre 
Channel Arbitrated Loop devices of claim 3 wherein the trunk groupinjg table automatically 
learns the grouping (Trunking effects load balancing on links by monitoring various usages and 
then adjusts the tables from the knowledge gain or learned by monitoring and then adjusting the 
table in routing to move data, col. 6, lines: 27-34). 

Consider claim 12, and as applied to claim 3 above, Black et al. further modified by 
Fredin et al. in view of Soloway et al. discloses the system according to claim 3. Further taught 
by combination and specifically by Soloway et al. in the system for interconnecting Fibre 
Channel Arbitrated Loop devices of claim 3 wherein the trunk grouping table identifies a 
duplicate port for a device (Trunking analyzes every entry of the data structure in the server for 
routing, and depending on certain rerouting criteria, flow is rerouted to an alternate or dupHcate 
route, col. 8, lines 5-12). 

Consider claim 14, and as applied to claim 3 above, Black et al. further modified by 
Fredin et al. in view of Soloway et al. discloses the system according to claim 3. Further taught 
by combination and specifically by Soloway et al. in the system for interconnecting Fibre 
Channel Arbitrated Loop devices of claim 12, wherein the duplicate port is used as a failover 
port (Trunking analyzes every entry of the data structure in the server for routing, and depending 
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on certain rerouting criteria, flow is rerouted to an alternate or duplicate route. Flow is rerouted 
to an alternate route for redundancy, col. 8, lines 5-12). 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Black et al. (of 
record) in view of Fredin et al. (newly cited) and Soloway et al. (of record) as applied to claim 3 
above, and further in view of Global Engineering document (of record). 

Consider claim 9, and as applied to claim 3 above, Black et al. further modified by Fredin 
et al. in view of Soloway et al. discloses the system according to claim 3. Further taught by 
combination and specifically by Soloway et al. in the system for interconnecting Fibre Channel 
Arbitrated Loop devices of claim 3 wherein the trunk grouping table contains information 
(Trunking design for aggregation of links for routing traffic in Fibre Channel Switching 
environment, col. 1, lines 66-67, and col. 2, lines 1-5. Also Trunking analyzes the data structure 
in the server for routing, col. 8, lines 5-7). hi addition Global Engineering document discloses 
passing information on well known SCSI initiators (Server which is also a SCSI initiator leams 
which SCSI target has a data, Page 122, lines 13- 18). 

9. Claims 6-8, 10, 1 1, 13 and 15 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims, 

10. The prior art made of record and not reHed upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

DeFoster et al., Westby et al, Henson et al, Berman '053, Allen et al., and Green et al. 
are further cited to show the common feature of data communication utilizing Fibre Channel 
Arbitrated Loops similar to the claimed invention. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alpus H. Hsu whose telephone number is (571)272-3146. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (5:30-3:00) First Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Jay Patel can be reached on (571)272-2988. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Liformation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubUshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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